Introduction
The work reported in this paper started out as an investigation of the use of perfects in news items taken from newspapers in different European languages. The original goal was to see if one could identify anything like the "hot news" use of the perfect, as defined by McCawley (1971) . To this end, we excerpted in a number of European languages with perfects or perfect-like categories the first sentence of a set of newspaper articles, characterizable as "news items" in the sense that their main point was to report some recent event. In the majority of the languages investigated (Swedish, Norwegian, American English, British English, Spanish, Finnish, Greek), we found that the majority of all news items were reported in the Simple Past, typically accompanied by a temporal adverb such as yesterday. The following exemplifies what could be seen as the "normal form" of a news item:
British English (The Times) CALCUTTA STATION BOMBED A bomb exploded in one of Calcutta's two main railway stations yesterday, killing one man, who was suspected to be carrying the explosives in his luggage, and wounding at least a dozen people standing nearby.
However, we did find a relatively large proportion of perfects, thus falsifying some earlier claims about the virtual non-use of perfects in these contexts (e.g. Inoue 1979 ). Out of 47 Swedish news items, 17 began with a sentence in the Perfect. Even in American English, there is a significant number of Perfects in news items: in 53 items from The International Herald Tribune, there were 12 Perfects, as in the following example:
(2) American English (International Herald Tribune) MARILYN HORNE TO SING AT CLINTON INAUGURATION Marilyn Horne, the American mezzo-soprano who has been called "the finest opera singer of her generation," has been invited by President-elect Bill Clinton to sing at his swearing-in ceremony.
In (2), one factor which conditions the possibility of using the Perfect rather than the Simple Past is that the news item was published before Clinton's inauguration. There is thus a clear sense in which the invitation was "relevant" at the time. It therefore appears difficult to attribute any decisive role to the "hot news" status as such in determining what news items are presented in the Simple Past and the Perfect, respectively. It may of course still be true, as argued in Schwenter (1994) , that the "hot news use" of the Perfect is a valid notion, but being a piece of hot news is clearly not a sufficient condition for being reported in the Perfect. Our attention was therefore directed to another of the traditional concepts used in accounts of the meaning of the perfect, viz. "current relevance".
One further pattern that was obvious in the material was the strong tendency for the non-perfect examples to contain time adverbials like on Tuesday. The American material constituted an extreme case here: 40 out of 41 sentences followed this pattern. That the perfect examples did not in general contain any such adverbials was no great surprise, at least for languages such as English, where such combinations are known to be unacceptable. However, the question that arises here is: why do some news items demand a time specification and others do not? We shall argue in this paper that the issue goes beyond constraints on individual tense-aspect markings and has to do with how we refer to events in general.
Type-focussing vs. token-focussing
Let us start with an example that does not involve event reference, viz. the following sentence pair:
a. There are lions in the garden. b. There is a lion in the garden.
As various people have noted in the literature, (3a-b) are not obviously different in their truth conditions. Consider the question corresponding to (3a):
(4) Are there lions in the garden?
It appears that if there is just one lion in the garden, we would rather answer Yes (maybe most naturally in the version Yes, there is one) than No. Thus, the plural number in (3a) may not be essential to the truth-conditional interpretation of the sentence. So what is the difference? One way of expressing what intuitively seems to distinguish (a) from (b) is that in (a), we say something about the species of lions, more specifically about its occurrence or non-occurrence in the particular region referred to as the garden. The cardinality of the set of lions is irrelevant, however, as long as the set is non-empty. In many languages, of course, there would be no number marking in the translations of (3a), and the irrelevance of the cardinality of the set will be even clearer. To characterize how (3b) is typically used, on the other hand, we might say that in interpreting that sentence, we build up a "mental model" of the garden including a "discourse referent" characterized as a lion. We may well expect to learn something more about this individual later on in the discourse. In fact, it would be extremely strange to use (3a) as the first sentence of such a discourse. Another interesting point is what happens when we make questions out of the sentences in (3). Whereas the counterpart of (3a), (4), is felt to be rather neutral, the question corresponding to (3b) --(5) below--is more tied to particular kinds of contexts: the most natural situation for it would be one where we have already observed a lion and express surprise at this fact.
(5) Is there a lion in the garden?
The difference between the two sentences, then, does not lie in what fact they tell us but rather what purpose the presentation of this fact serves. It is not easy to render this distinction in a system of formal semantics. Even in recent theories of discourse semantics like that of Kamp (1981) the two possibilities are conflated, since any existential statement would be seen as introducing discourse referents in the same way. Still, the distinction shows up in natural languages in many ways, and in order to make it easier to talk of it, let us introduce the terms type-focussing and token-focussing, for (3a) and (3b), respectively.
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Let us now turn to our area of interest proper, event reference. Let us thus replace the lion in (3) by a past event, such as the one described in (6):
(6) John winked.
Sentences like (6) in English are not specific as to the number of the events involved. Potentially, then, (6) might correspond either to (3a) or to (3b). There is thus no general mechanism in English for making the distinction between type-focussing and token-focussing with respect to events. Still, there are contexts when it may become crucial. Consider the following sentence-pair:
(7) a. Has John winked? b. Did John wink?
Recall the discussion above of the difference between the two questions (4) and (5), and notice that (7a) and (7b) can be understood as being related in an analogous way. That is, (7a) is a way of asking if the event-type 'John winks' is instantiated by one or more tokens during a certain period of time, whereas (7b) may be uttered as a surprised reaction upon seeing John wink. In other words, the Present Perfect in English may--in certain contexts, it should be added--be understood as expressing type-focussing, whereas the simple past rather represents token-focussing. Some tenseaspect categories not represented in English may be even more clearly specialized for one kind of focussing. (7a), under the interpretation described here, would be said to represent the so-called experiential reading of the English perfect. Some languages have constructions specifically designated for an experiential interpretation, such as the Japanese koto ga aru construction, as exemplified in (8).
(8) Japanese (Inoue 1975 Experiential constructions are often said to obey a "repeatability" constraint, that is, it is unnatural to use them to express that a unique, non-repeatable event occurred, such as the death of a specific person. This follows if we assume that the basic function of experientials is to state that a certain event-type is instantiated during a period of time, rather than introducing an event as a new discourse referent. Another significant fact is that experientials cross-linguistically seem to occur particularly often in non-assertive contexts, that is questions, negated statements and the like (Dahl 1985, 143) .
In a similar way, aspect in Slavic may sometimes reflect the typefocussing:token-focussing distinction. Cf. e.g. the Russian translations of (7a-b): A further relevant observation about the sentences we are talking about here is that they do not combine with the same kinds of temporal adverbials. Thus, (7a) is naturally expanded to (10a), adding today, whereas this would change the interpretation quite considerably in (7b), where an adverbial like right now, as in (10b), feels more consonant with the intended reading:
(10) a. Has John winked today? b. Did John wink right now?
Experiential interpretations thus tend to combine with temporal expressions denoting extended periods of time. This is natural given their meaning: one or more occurrences of an event-type is asserted to have taken place. The restriction of the temporal domain to a point in time normally automatically reduces the number of possible events to one, thus favouring a token-focussing perspective. The use of the Present Perfect in English for experiential interpretations is further restricted to temporal domains which lead up to the point of speech. Type-focussing event sentences where the temporal domain is wholly in the past are normally in the Simple Past in English, e.g.
(11) Did John wink yesterday?
The temporal domain may also be retrieved from the context, or defined by pragmatic constraints. Typically, an experiential statement about a person is restricted to that person's lifetime, giving rise to the much discussed unacceptability of statements about dead persons, formulated in the Present Perfect.
The current relevance interpretation and the meaning of the perfect
For the time being, we shall not say anything more about type-focussing event reference but shall instead look closer at what we have called token-focussing. We shall thus concentrate on statements which introduce singular events in the past. As pointed out by Lyons (1968) , sentences that assert the existence of some object(s) usually contain an indication of, or at least presuppose, a spatial domain. We may possibly say things like There is a God but There is an apple is strange if the context does not indicate a location where the apple is supposed to be. In an analogous way, assertions about past events are felt to be somehow deviant if they are not in any way anchored in time, and sometimes also space. This constraint is a rather subtle one, and extremely context-dependent, which makes it difficult to provide good illustrations of it. Suppose, however, that the following are presented as news items on TV:
(12) A bank has been/was robbed.
(13) A volcano (has) erupted. (14) A bomb (has) exploded.
We would certainly feel that these are not "complete messages", as long as we are not told when and where the events took place (cf. e.g. (14) to (1) above). On the other hand, if we see the text Bank robbed as a headline or on a newspaper placard we would not react in the same way, but then the communicative function is different: we expect the relevant missing information to be supplied in the newspaper text.
We have given (12)- (14) with the Simple Past and the Perfect as alternatives. It may be felt that in English, the versions with the Present Perfect are a little better than the ones with the Simple Past. We shall argue below that this is due to the existence of an alternative interpretation of the Present Perfect versions that does not, however, fit into the news context that we are interested in here. That the incompleteness effect depends on the function the sentences have in such a context rather than on the choice of tense-aspect form in English is corroborated by the fact that if we look at a language which has nothing that corresponds to the English distinction between Perfect and Simple Past, e.g. Russian, the translations of (12)- (14) Not all sentences used as news items need a temporal specification, however. The following sentences, used as news items, are not felt to be incomplete in the same way as (12-14), although they do not contain any indication of the time of the event:
(18) The Prime Minister has been killed. (19) England has declared war on Germany.
Sentences (18) and (19) differ from our previous examples in that they introduce welldefined changes in the states of definite discourse referents. Thus, we know from (18) that the Prime Minister is now dead and from (19) that England and Germany are in a state of war. In this sense, (18)- (19) are prototypical examples of "resultative perfects", which are only possible with a subclass of telic verbs, viz. those which have a well-defined result-state as part of their inherent meaning. In the literature, the notion of "current relevance", which is often invoked in the discussion of the meaning of the perfect, has sometimes been identified with the continuance of the result of a past event into the present. At the same time, it is now generally agreed that a general description of the perfect cannot be based on such a narrow concept, and a number of alternative interpretations of "current relevance" have been proposed 3 , giving the impression that everyone knows that the perfect implies "current relevance" but nobody knows what that is supposed to mean. In McCoard's influential book on the perfect (1978), "CR theory" or "current relevance theory" is included among the four major extant theories of the perfect. McCoard, who himself favors the "XN" or "extended now" theory, argues that "current relevance is not a fixed semantic content born by a particular verb form, but is only the name of diverse implications that may attach to sentences, based in part on the appearance of one or another tense form" (1978: 65). Although we would to a large part agree with the content of this quotation, we would still like to argue that McCoard's account is too simplistic to be adequate, and that the role of current relevance in the interpretation of sentences with or without the perfect has to be much more complex. What we want to suggest here is that a better understanding both of the meaning of tense-aspect categories such as the perfect and of temporal reference in general can be obtained if we see "current relevance" as a graded concept, where the "continuance of a result" criterion is the strongest among a number of possible delimitations. Furthermore, the grammaticalization processes that involve the perfect may at least partly be interpreted in terms of a gradual relaxation of the requirements on current relevance.
Thus, we may note that many perfect grams have their origin in resultative constructions, which have the "continuance of the inherent result of a past event" as part of their meaning. Grams like the English Perfect also seem to be connected with such an implication in many contexts, although it is somewhat hard to decide whether this should be seen as an entailment or just a conversational implicature. We shall return to this question shortly.
A less restrictive notion of current relevance is called for to explain why (12-14) are indeed acceptable in some contexts. Consider the Present Perfect variety of (12), repeated here as (20).
(20) A bank has been robbed.
Suppose the sheriff of Tombstone, Arizona, is trying to get his deputies to leave the table in the saloon where they are playing cards. In this context, (20) sounds entirely natural. What is going on here? Clearly, the sheriff is not just informing his deputies about a certain interesting event. Rather, he wants them to draw the conclusion that they have to do something about it. If we apply the term "current relevance" here, it does not mean primarily that the direct result of the event is still valid, rather it means that the event has repercussions of some kind for the participants of the discourse situation. In contrast to the prototypical cases of resultative perfects above, these repercussions are not directly derivable from the meaning of the verb. In many cases, one has to rely on specific knowledge about the situation or about some convention. Thus, beating a gong does not leave any lasting physical results, but a statement like (21) may be understood to mean that it is time to have dinner, or that a round in a boxing match is over.
(21) The gong has sounded.
To account for (20)- (21), we need a concept of current relevance which is not only or even primarily a condition on the world, as in the traditional understanding in terms of the "continuance of a result", but also as a condition on the discourse, in that the speaker portrays the consequences of an event as somehow essential to the point of what he is saying. (This understanding of "current relevance" comes perhaps closest to the definition given of "current relevant state" by Li, Thompson & Thompson (1982) , if not in formulation, at least in spirit.) We thus feel entitled to talk of a current relevance interpretation of an event-referring sentence when these conditions are fulfilled. Notice that we may do so irrespective of whether the language in question has a perfect or not, and one of the points we want to make in this paper is that the distinction between current relevance interpretations and other ways of understanding event-referring sentences may well also be relevant in perfect-less languages.
It may also be noted that what the current relevance is supposed to imply in a specific context depends at least partly upon the type of verb. It seems that with verbs with an inherent result there is a strong tendency to identify that result with current relevance. Consider, for example a sentence such as: (22) This soldier has lost his gun.
Losing one's gun is an event the repercussions of which may continue even after getting it back: a soldier may for instance be punished for his negligence, but it seems that we are reluctant to associate (22) with that kind of interpretation. Notice that this does not mean that (22) cannot be interpreted in what is traditionally called an experiential, that is a type-referring, reading, but only that, if it is given a current relevance reading, there is a strong preference for interpreting it in terms of a continuing result.
What we have just said means that the cases where we get the wider interpretation of current relevance are mainly those which involve verbs that do not usually show up in the resultative constructions that are among the historical sources of perfects. It is therefore natural to postulate a connection between the loosening of the conditions on what current relevance means and the extension of resultative constructions to a larger group of verbs.
Above, we related the notion of current relevance to the role an event plays in the discourse. In this connection, it should be noted that the English Perfect tends to show up in specific discourse patterns, characterized by specific "rhetorical relations". Sentence (23) exemplifies one of these, where the function of the clause containing the Perfect verb is to give a causal explanation of a state-of-affairs referred to in another clause. Inoue (1979) goes so far as to state as a general claim "that a sentence in the Present Perfect conveys an explanatory sense". For some of the examples she quotes, one has to stretch the interpretation of "explanatory", however. Thus, one very typical pattern is that in which a statement in the Perfect is followed by another statement introduced by so, identifying the consequences of the fact related in the first statement. Inoue gives the following example:
(23) Vance has met with President Sadat. So, I think we can expect some new developments to break the deadlock.
Li, Thompson and Thompson (1982) give very similar examples from Chinese, illustrating the use of the sentence-final particle le, which, according to them, expresses a "currently relevant state": 
Current relevance and temporal specification
What is interesting is that the fact that a sentence takes a current-relevance interpretation seems to influence quite strongly its need for a temporal specification. In a way, this may seem a trivial statement, at least as long as we are talking about English, since the relevant examples have been given in the Present Perfect, which is known to be constrained in its collocability with temporal adverbials. But the connection between temporal specification and the current relevance interpretation goes further than that. Let us consider the case of Russian. Russian has no separate form or construction which would be equivalent to the English Perfect; traditionally, however, the Perfective aspect is said to carry a "perfect meaning" (perfektnoe znaF HQLH) in some contexts. As noted by Tommola (1986) , this term is usually used in a rather narrow sense that does not correspond to the range of meanings carried by the perfects of, for example, English and Finnish and indeed means roughly what some people have understood by "current relevance", viz. that the result of the action is valid at the moment of speech. What the conditions are for the "perfect meaning" to arise is usually not made very clear. Tommola (1986: 46) notes that this particular interpretation of the Perfective normally occurs without time adverbials. In fact, the presence or absence of such an adverbial may be crucial for the interpretation. (25) would be a normal way of conveying the information that Y is now in Moscow, while (26) would not. Why is this? As we saw above, the constraint on spatiotemporal specification holds for Russian as well as for English, meaning that speaking about an event without locating it in time is at least a bit strange. However, it appears that the fact that a sentence is intended to be interpreted as conveying current relevance licenses a breach of the spatio-temporal location constraint. In fact, the current relevance interpretation does not go very well together with temporal indicators at all. It is commonly said that adverbs such as today, this year etc., which can be used to refer to periods that go up to the moment of speech, are possible with the Present Perfect in English. What is often overlooked in this connection is that combining a verb in the Present Perfect with such an adverbial forces a type-focussing perspective, i.e. an experiential reading, and that the combination is not entirely felicitous if such an interpretation is excluded for one reason or another, as when today is added to (18): (27) The Prime Minister has been killed today.
Similarly, adding segodnja 'today' to (25) at once makes it more compatible with the possibility that Yeltsin left again: That the relation between temporal specification and current relevance is at least partly independent of the meaning of tense-aspect categories such as perfects is also illustrated by Greek, which is different both from Russian on the one hand and languages like English and Swedish on the other in that it does have a perfect but with a weaker link to "current relevance". Thus, in many situations where the use of a perfect is virtually obligatory in other languages, Greek prefers the Aorist. In particular, this is true of the kind of news items we have been talking about here. Consider, for instance, the following English examples, where the first is in the Present Perfect and is understood with the current relevance interpretation, and the second, with the Simple Past, contains a time adverbial and does not carry any current relevance implication: In spite of this, (31) implicates that the man is still under arrest; (32) is consistent with him having been released already. Again, we see how a sentence without a time adverbial tends to get the current relevance interpretation. It is far from self-evident why the current relevance interpretation is so reluctantly combined with explicit specifications of time. It appears, though, that a temporal specification somehow detracts from the focussing on the result associated with that interpretation, perhaps by transferring the attention to the time of the past event, which is allowed to take over the function of temporal point of reference. The picture that is emerging from all this, in our view, would be roughly the following. There are a number of distinct ways of talking about past events. The first (type-focussing event reference) typically relates an event type to a temporal domain, specifying the occurrence or non-occurrence of the type within the domain. The second (token-focussing event reference) establishes an event token as a new discourse referent, normally anchoring it in time and space. The third (current relevance interpretation) presents an event as having "current relevance". (Here, the distinction between type-focussing and token-focussing reference seems to recede into the background, the current relevance interpretation resembling in certain respects both these types.) These types all differ as to what kinds of situations they allow, what kinds of temporal specification they combine with and what tense-aspect forms can express them in different languages. In the remainder of the paper, we shall consider the relation of current relevance and specific tense-aspect forms in different languages.
Current relevance and the Greek Perfect
Above we noted that Greek differs from Russian by having a Perfect category and from English and Swedish by a different function of this category. As a matter of fact, the Greek system could be described as a combination of the Russian one on the one hand and the English and Swedish ones on the other, since its Aorist--like the Perfective aspect in Russian--may also be used in sentences intended to be interpreted as conveying current relevance. Greek may thus choose between a Perfective (the Aorist) and a Perfect in such sentences. From this point of view, the link between the Greek Perfect and "current relevance" is weak in the sense that it is not obligatory in these contexts, in the way the Perfect is in many other languages. On the other hand, in the "current relevance" contexts where the Perfect is used, there tends to be a stronger focus on the present state than with the Aorist. (33) and (34) are both interpreted as having current relevance, 'Uncle has come and is here', but in (33) his 'having come' is focused rather than his 'being here'. The Aorist may be described as focussing on the transition from one state to another. The Perfect often has a wider backward perspective which on one hand often focuses on some development leading up to the transition, on the other hand establishes some distance between the event referred to and the point of utterance (Hedin 1987: 80 ff.) . This second feature makes the Perfect in a sense more stative than the Aorist in the same context. The event referred to is backgrounded, the present state being in focus. So whether the Aorist or the Perfect is used in news items depends to some extent on what is to be described, a recent change in the world or some present state being a consequence of some (not necessarily recent) event.
As 'England has declared war (on Germany).'
The message in (35) is rather: "There's a war going on in Corinth for some time now". This is underlined by the Present in the headline. It is the present situation in Corinth that is in focus, not the start of the war, and we expect the discourse to continue with an elaboration of the description of the situation, perhaps as a background to a narrative. Another way of putting this is to say that the statement in the Perfect (together with the place indicator stin Kórintho 'in Corinth') introduces a "scene" where later developments may take place. The discourse function of the Greek Perfect in (35) is thus analogous to that of the Pluperfect in many narrative texts, and may well be one of the conditioning factors behind the choice of tense/aspect form in this sentence, although it is unclear to what extent this is generalizable. In this kind of news item describing a present state the Perfect may be used rather than the Aorist due to its stronger stative function referred to above. We might interpret the differences between the perfects in Greek on one hand and languages like English on the other as a difference in the delimitation of what is counted as current relevance.
6. Russian "two-way" action imperfective: Current irrelevance?
We saw above that the current relevance interpretation is normally expressed by the Perfective aspect in Russian. A sentence such as (25) Furthermore, it is clear in (38) that both the arrival and departure of Yeltsin took place yesterday. In other words, this use of the Imperfective aspect not only implies the cancellation of the result at the moment of speech; it denotes a "two-way action" within the time frame indicated in the sentence. Actually, (38) is also compatible with Yeltsin's having come back again today. In other words, the state of the world at the moment of speech is strictly speaking irrelevant for (37-38). The "two-way action" interpretation is probably best seen as a conventionalization of an implicature derived from the non-use of the Perfective aspect. Current relevance would thus be involved here only in an indirect way.
Conclusion
We have argued in this paper that the notion of current relevance has a wider application than has usually been assumed, in that it plays a role not only for the choice between tense-aspect forms such as the Perfect and the Simple Past in English but also for the interpretation of event-referring sentences in general, even in languages whose tense-aspect systems are structured in other ways. With regard to the perfect, we have--without providing an exhaustive account of its semantics--argued for an analysis which is basically compatible with the traditional treatments according to which it is a category with several distinct meanings, although the way in which we distinguish the different interpretations may not be quite the usual one.
The disappearance of a current relevance constraint has earlier been argued to be one of the essential parts of the grammaticalization processes that lead from perfects to other gram types (e.g. by Fleischman 1983 ). As we have argued in this paper, we would like to take this further and see the diminishing significance of current relevance as a gradual process that characterizes those processes both at their initial stage--going from resultatives to perfects--and at later stages--going from perfects to perfectives and pasts. In fact, more stages may well be discernible. A case in point is modern written French. As is well known, what was originally a perfect, Passé composé, has virtually ousted the old perfective, Passé simple, in spoken French, although the latter is alive and well in written language. However, Passé composé is the standard choice for reference to past events in news items and is thus dominant in newspaper text (Wiberg 1995) , whereas the corresponding sentences in, for instance, history textbooks are rather in Passé simple. It is tempting to interpret this in terms of a more generous understanding of current relevance, that is, including all kinds of "(hot) news". Indeed, Schwenter (1994: 995) argues that "hot news uses arise later than other perfect functions, as the perfect construction gradually loses its connection to the present" and that they therefore form a bridge to further stages in the grammaticalization process, such as perfectives and hodiernal pasts.
Thus, our investigation comes full circle, finishing on the notion we started with.
